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ABSTRACT 

Forty-nine college students participated in a study 
designed to determine the relationships among self-monitoring, 
relational competence, and relational intimacy. Each student was 
asked to find a willing conversational partner, to decide upon a 
conversation they had recently, and— without consulting with each 
other--to complete c questionnaire about that conversation. The 
questionnaire was composed of scales intended to measure perceptions 
of a partner's communication competence, perceptions of one's own 
competence, and self-monitoring behavior — the tendency of individuals 
to focus on internal or external cues for regulating self-behavior. 
It was hypothesized that self-rated competence would be positively 
related with self-ratings of other's competence and that 
self-monitoring would be positively associated with self-rated 
competence. Results, however, did not support these hypotheses. 
Self-monitoring appeared to have little effect on other-competence or 
on the correlation between self -competence and other-competence. 
Collectively, the findings indicate that the self-monitoring 
construct does not significantly predict competent interaction but 
may combine with competence to predict possible outcomes of competent 
interaction. References and tables are appended. (FL) 
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Abstract 

The relationships among self-monitoring, relational compe- 
tence, and relational intimacy were investigated in 49 dyads. 
It was predicted that self -monitoring , along with self -competence, 
would be positively associated with ratings of alter competence 
(i.e., alter's other-competence). It was also predicted that 
self-competence and self-monitoring would be highly a^*d positively 
correlated. Results indicated statistically significant 
relationships, but the effect sizes associated with self-monitor- 
ing were negligible in both instances. In addition, self- 
monitoring appeared to have little effect on other-competence, 
or on the correlation between self -competence and other-competence. 
Finally, relational intimacy appeared to have minimal impact on 
ratings of other-competence. Collectively, the findings indicate 
that the self-monitoring construct does not significantly 
predict competent interaction, but may combine with competence 
to predict possible outcomes of competent interaction. Implica- 
tions for both constructs (i.e., self-monitoring and relational 
competence) are discussed. 
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The measurement and conceptualization of interpersonal 
communication competence continues to be a topic of major 
interest in our discipline (Bochner & Kelly, 1974; Larson, 
Backlund, Redmond, & Barbour, 1978; Phelps & Snavely, 1980: 
Wiemann, 1977). From an impression management perspective, 
competent interaction involves the creation of an image 
of appropriate and effective coimunication. Competent 
interaction, therefore, can be viewed as a form of interper- 
sonal influence, in which an individual is faced with the 
task of fulfilling communicative functions and goals 
(effectiveness) while maintaining conversational and 
interpersonal norms (appropriateness) . A difficulty with this 
conceptualization, and most others, concerns the proper 
perspective from which competence is judged. In a communica- 
tive relationship, individuals may have divergent perceptions 
of each other's competence in a given interaction. The 
present research intends to assess the competence of dyad 
partners both from an individualistic trait approach, and 
a dyadic, context-specific perspective. Specifically, v;e 
intend to examine the relationships among self-monitoring, 
self-competence, other-competence, and relationship intimacy. 
Two ends are served by this research: first, the inter- 
personal influence process will be better understood by 
an examination of the effects of self-monitoring on effective 
and appropriate interaction; second, the assessment of 
relational competence will be advanced by the use of intact 
natural dyadic relationships as units of study. 
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SEliF - MONlTORING AND INTERACTION 



Self-monitoring is a construct concerning individual 
tendencies to focus on internal or external cues for the 
regulation of self's behavxor. 

The prototypic high self - monitor is one who, out of 
a concern for the situational and interpersonal 
appropriateness of his or her social behavior, is 
particularly sensitive to the expression and self- 
presentation of relevant others in social situations 
and uses these cues as guidelines for monitoring 
(that is, regulating and controlling) his or her own 
verbal and nonverbal self -presentation (Snyder, 1979b, 
p. 89) . 

Snyder (1979b) contrasts this with the low self - monitor , who 
possesses a restricted repertoire of self-presentational 
skills. Low self-monitors attend to their internal affective 
and cognitive states, rather than the dynamics of the 
interactional context. 

Self -monitoring tendencies presumably result in several 
predictable communicative competencies. For example, high 
self-monitoring individuals are likely to be adaptable. As 
Snyder (1979a) explains, "The well-developed impression 
management skills of high self-monitoring individuals ought 
to give them the flexibility and adaptiveness to cope quickly 
and effectively with a diversity of social roles" (p. 192) . 
Adaptiveness is an integral component of interpersonal 
communication competence (Brunner & Phelps, 1980; Foote & 
Cottrell, 1955; Hale & Delia, 1976; Hart & Burks, 1972; 
Moment & Zaleznik, 1963; Hitter, 1979). Adaptability allows 
a person to adjust his/her communicative images and messages 
to the standards of appropriateness perceived in the situation. 
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"High self-monitoring individuals regard themselves as 
rather flexible and adaptive people who tailor their social 
behavior shrewdly and pragmatically to fit appropriate 
conditions" (Snyder, 1980, p. 92) • This adaptiveness indi- 
cates a second important component of competent interaction: 
appropriateness . 

High self-monitors are intent upon creating desired 
images for themselves while simultaneously communicating in 
ways appropriate to the interpersonal context. Thus, 
"the behavior of high self-monitoring individuals ought to 
be more sensitive to social and interpersonal cues to situa- 
tional appropriateness than that of low self-monitoring individual 
(Snyder, 1979b, p. 94) • This concern for appropriateness leads 
high self-monitors to focus on the environment and the rule 
maintenance cues of the other person (s) in the conversation 
(Ickes & Barnes, 1977). Research has found that high self- 
monitors tend to overattribute behavioral effects to other persons 
(Brockner & Eckenrode, 1979); to be sensitive to cues of decep- 
tion (Brandt, Miller & Hocking, 1980); and to be "particularly 
knowledgeable about individuals who are prototypes of a wide 
variety of trait domains" (Snyder & Cantor, 1980, p. 222). 
In order to assure the appropriateness of their behavior, 
high self-monitors consistently and systematically test 
hypotheses about others in social interaction (Snyder & Campbell, 
1980; Snyder & Swann, 1978). These findings collectively 
indicate that high self-monitors are other-oriented in attention 
and adaptation. Other-orientation is still anotl.er important 
component of competence (Cupach & Spitzberg, 1981, 
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Feingold, 1977; Knapp, 1978). 

The attributes of adaptiveness , concern for appropriateness, 
and other-orientation typify high self -monitors. These pro- 
clivities, in turn, explain why "high self-monitoring indivi- 
duals are relatively situationally guided; low self-monitoring 
individuals are relatively dispositionally guided" (Snyder & 
Cantor, 1980, pp. 222-23). A concern for others is likely to 
lead a person to adapt — to change one's behavior — in accor- 
dance with the perceived needs of the other person (s) in the 
situation. Several studies are supportive of the greater 
cross-situational consistency and behavioral inflexibility 
of low self-monitors (Rarick, Soldow & Geizer, 1976; Snyder & 
Swann, 1976; Snyder & Swann, 1978; Snyder & Tanke, 1976; 
Tunnell, 1980 Zanna, Olson & Fazio, 1980). Inversely, high 
self-monitors manifest variability in their communicative 
images across, and even within, situation?. 

Conceptually, self-monitoring Is related to a broad 
repertoire of impression management skills. The construct 
is operationalized by the self-monitoring (SM) scale 
(Snyder, 1974) . It is designed to define five specific 
components of self-monitoring: (1) a concern for appro- 
priate self-presentation; (2) attention to social comparison 
information to guide appropriate behavior; (3) an ability 
to control and alter expressive behavior; (4) implementation 
of this skill in particular situations; and (5) cross- 
situational variability in actions (Snyder, 1979a). However, 
these components have not been confirmed by factor analysis 
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(Briggs, Cheek & Buss, 1980; Gabrenya & Arkin, 1980). Despite 
the instability of the factors in the SM scale, it appears to 
adequately discern the construct. In actual conversations, 
high self-minitors have been found to be effective and skilled 
in the art of interaction management (Dabbs, Evans, Hopper 
& Purvis, 1980; Ickes & Barnes, 1977). There is strong reason 
to expect, therefore, that high self-monitors will view 
themselves as being competent in conversational interaction. 
RELATIONAL COMPETENCE IN INTERACTION 
Competence in interaction has been conceptualized in a 
multitude of ways (Spitzberg, 1981). Typically, competence is 
conceptualized as appropriate and effective communication. 
Appropriateness involves the maintenance of interpersonal 
rules and effectiveness concerns achievement of desired 
responses (Bochner & Kelly, 1974; Brandt, 1979; Knapp, 1978; 
Larson, Backlund, Redmond & Barbour, 1978; Wiemann, 1977). 
But appropriateness and effectiveness depend upon the 
relational context in which they are evaluated. And most 
extant measures are not sensitive to the dyadic perceptions 
that would compose the relational context of the interactants. 
In other words, communication competence is context-specific 
Powell, 1979). Yet, most instruments are either self-report 
trait measures (e.g., Bienvenu, 1971; Holland & Baird, 1968; 
Phelps & Snavely, 1980) or independent third party observer 
report (e.g., Brandt, 1979 Lowe & Cautela, 1978, Wiemann, 1977) 

Recently, Cupach & Spitzberg (1981) constructed and 
validated a scale to assess relational partners perceptions of 
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each other's competence in a specific conversation. The 

instrument was constructed from a large pool of items drawn 

from several competence instruments, and applied to self and 

other in a given conversation. Thus, in a conversation between 

A and B, A assesses A's own conversational competence (AA) 

and B's competence (AB) . B assesses B's own competence (BE) 

as well as A's (BA) . Hence, the following perceptions are 

elicited from each dyad: 

AA: A's perceptions of his/her own competence; 
i.e., A's self - competence 

BA: B's perception of A's competence; 
i.e., A's other - competence 

BB: B's perception of his/her own competence; 
i.e., B's self - competence 

AB: A's perception of B's competence; 
i.e., B's other - competence 

Consequently, each dyad member rates the competence of self 

and alter, and is rated by his/her conversational partner. 

The criterion of interpersonal communication satisfaction , 

(Hecht, 1978a, 1978b,) a logical outcome of competent 

interaction, was found to be significantly and positively 

related (R^ = .50) to ratings of other - competence (Cupach & 

Spitzberg, 1981). Thus, the relational competence measure 

appears to adequately operationalize conversation specific 

competence. And repeated research findings indicate that 

self-monitoring is closely related to conversational competence. 

Yet, we have been unable to find any research that specifically 

addresses the relationships among interpersonal communication 

competence and self-monitoring. 
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RATIONME AND HYPOTHESES 
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One of the intriguing possibilities of interaction is 
that competent individuals may be able to enhance the conver- 
sational competence of another person. Competent individuals 
are able to maintain the flow of interaction, and possibly 
even increase another person's involvement in the conversation. 
Similarly f high self -monitors may assess awkwardness in another 
person and thereby compensate in their interaction. "One 
aspect of social skill is the ability to influence others; 
perhaps h'qh self-monitors have a skill that encourages improved 
conversational performance in their partners" (Dabbs, et al. , 
1980, p. 283). Therefore, we predict that self-monitoring and 
self-rated competence will significantly predict ratings of 
the other person's competence (i.e., A's self-monitoring and 
A* s self-competence will predict B's other-competence). 

Hj,: Self-monitoring and self-rated competence are 

positively associated with self-ratings of other's 
competence (i.e., A's SM + AA = AB; B's SM + BB = BA) . 

Research into self-monitoring has found consistently that 
high self-monitoring individuals are effective conversation- 
alists and competent in interaction management. Therefore, 
we predict that self-monitors will tend to judge themselves 
as being competent in their conversations. 

H^: Self-monitoring is positively associated with self- 
rated competence (i.e., A's SM = AA; B's SM = BB) 

Given the cross-situational adaptiveness and inconsistency 

of high self-monitors, it is likely that these individuals 

portray a variable image communicatively. Even though high 

self-monitors are likely to be competent, it may be that they 

9 
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provide a fluctuating image across, and within, conversations 
and situations. This suggests that low self-monitors present 
a rather stable, easily peiceived, communicative image (Snyder & 
Swann, 1978). Yet, the converse may also be true; high self- 
monitors, because of their adaptation and variability, will 
be viewed by others as competent. Thus, as a research question, 
we intend to answer the following query: 

RQ^i What is the relationship between self-monitoring 

and other-competence? In other words, how is one's 
self-monitoring (A's SM) related to one's competence 
as perceived by his/her partner (BA) ? 

If high self-monitors are variable in their image, then there 
should be little correlation between their self-rated competence 
and another person's rating of their competence. This is 
because the high self-monitor does not portray a consistent 
or easily ascertained image. However, for the low self- 
monitor, images of competence should be relatively easy to 
"read" and, therefore, self- and other-competence perceptions 
should be similar. 

Finally, we are interested in discovering whether or not 
relational context significantly affects judgements of compe- 
tence. It is reasonable to assume that intimate partners 
have different expectations of competence for each other 
than for less intimate individuals. As a result, we ask the 
following research question: 

What is the relationship between perceptions of 
intimacy and judgements of conversational competence? 

METHOD 

RESPONDENTS 

Forty-nine volunteers were obtained from speech com- 

10 
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munication courses at a southwestern university. Each 
student was asked to find a willing conversational partner 
(outside of class) to participate with them in a "take home" 
survey. Hence/ there were 98 respondents in all, constituting 
49 dyads. Of this group, 70 percent were female. Ninety- 
five percent of the respondents were between the ages of 16 
and 24. 
PROCEDURES 

Student volunteers were offered nomimal class credit 
for participating in this project. They were instructed to 
take a questionnaire packet home and to find a willing partner 
to participate with them. The following written instructions 
were included in each packet, and were included in oral 
instructions when eliciting volunteers for the research 
project: 

The procedure is as follows. There are two indentical 
questionnaire packets. You are to give one to the 
person you have chosen to participate with you (e.g., 
an intimate, friend, etc.) and you are to keep the 
remaining questionnaire. Without analyzing or dis- 
cussing the matter in detail, your partner and you 
should decide upon a specific, extended (i.e., over 10 
minutes long) face-to face conversation you have had 
with each other recently . We are mcerejte^ in your 
perceptions of the same conversation. However, each 
of you will fill out the questionnaires separately on 
your own. Once you have decided upon the particular 
conversation, complete the questionnaires. Do not 
discuss the conversation any further until you have 
completed your questionnaires. Once completed, 
immediately seal the packets in the envelope provided 
and return to your professor during the next class 
meeting. Do not change any answers on the basis of 
discussion or further reflection. When the question- 
naires are sealed in the envelope, feel free to discuss 
your reactions to the project. 
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Each questionnaire contained a total of 90 items (including 
demographic and contextual questions) , ;^nd took approximately 
15 minutes to complete. It was stressed that all questionnaires 
were anonymous. 
INSTRUMENTS 

Three self-report scales were included in each questionnaire. 
The o ther-competence scale (Cupach & Spitzberg, 1981) assesses 
one's perception of his/her conversational partner's communication 
competence in a specified conversation. Subjects respond to 
27 statements describing the "other" person on a scale from one 
(strongly agree) to five (strongly disagree) . Internal consis- 
tency reliability (Cronbach's alpha) was calculated to be .90 
in this investigation. 

The self -competence scale (Cupach & Spitzberg, 1981) elicits 
judgements of one's own communication competence in a given 
conversation. This scale contains 28 statements describing 
the respondent. Items are scaled in precisely the same manner 
as for other-competence — from one (strongly agree) to five 
(strongly disagree). In the present study, the self-competence 
scale achieved a reliability of .91. 

In an effort to replicate previously reported factor 
structures for self- and other-competence, factor analysis was 
performed. Each scale was submitted to principal components 
analysis with oblique rotation. Criteria for determining the 
appropriate number of factors to be rotated were identical to 
those used in the prior analyses of the scale: (1) eigenvalues of 
unrotated factors greater than one; and (2) Cattell's scree 
procedure. A defined factor was required to have at least two 

er|c 
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items loaded at .50 or: higher, with no secondary loading higher 
than .30. 

Results of the factor analysis generally replicated 
previous findings. The self-competence scale exhibited three 
distinct factors: o ther-orientation , conversation skills , and 
self-centeredness (Table 1) Other-competence demons tratecl two 
dimensions: other-oriencation anc conversation skills (Table 2) . 

Clearly, interpretation of the factor analysis must be 
guarded due to the relatively small sample size. However, 
because the results were consistent with previous findings 
based on a sample three times as large (Cupach & Spitzberg, 
19dl) , we believe that the data reported here provide support for 
the relative stability of the factor structures for the self- 
competence and other-competence scales. 

The thrid instrument contained in each quesi, onnaire was 
Snyder's (1974) self-monitoring scale. This measure consists or 
25 trua-false items. Consistent with other reported findings 
(Briggs, Cheek, & Buss, 1980; Snyder, 1974) the coefficient alpha 
reliability for self-monitoring in this study was found to be 
.71. 

hAUK ANALYSIS 

Hypothesis one predicts that self-competence and self- 
monitoring will account for a significant amo'^nt of variance 
in ratings of alter' s competence. Stepwise multiple regression 
was conducted utilizing SPSS (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner , 
& Bent, 1975). To furthc.r elucidate the results, decomposition 
of variance was analyzed via commonality analysis (see Seibold 
& McPhee, 1979) . 
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Tne second hypothesis predicts a high positive correlation 
between self -competence and self -monitoring. A Pearson product- 
moment correlation tested this hypothesis ♦ 

The first research question seeks an explanation of the 
relationship between self -monitoring and other-competence. 
That is, how is A's self-monitoring related to B's rating of 
A's competence. This was investigated by computing a Pearson 
product-moment correlation. In addition, we assessed the 
relationship between self-competence and other-competence as it 
is affected by self -monitoring. This was examined by categori::-^ng 
respondents into high self-monitoring and low self -monitoring 
groups. A median split was utilized to maximize group sizes. 
Thus, those respondents above the median score on self-monitoring 
(38) were classified as high self-monitors; thc^e below the 
median were classified as low self-monitors; and those individuals 
with median scores were excluded from this test. Self -competence 
and other-competence were then correlated for each group; the 
correlations were then compared. 

Research question two asks what the effect of relational 
intimacy is on ratings of other-competence. To assess the 
effect of intimacy, the following categories were dummy-coded 
for puiposes of a stepwise multiple regression analysis with 
one's CO. .pete nee as rated by their partner as the dependent 
variable; (1) spouse and romantic intimate; (2) close friend 
and friend; (3) acfuaintance and stranger; (4) relative; and 
(5) coworker. The alpha level for all tests was set a priori 
at 
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RESULTS 

Multiple regression analysis indicated that self-competence 

and self-monitoring combined to accou t for a significant amount 

2 

of variance in ratings of alter' s competence (R = ,37, F = 28, 

38, p<,05). However, most of this effect was due to the 

anticipated relationship between ratings of self-competence and 

alter's competence (r = •60), As commonality analysis showed, 

one's self-monitoring was relatively unimportant in predicting 

one's partner's other-comptence (see Table 3), Although the 

contribution of self-monitoring was statistically significant, 

the effect size was negligible. Hence, hypothesis one was only 

partia3,ly supported. 

The zerc-ordur correlation between self-competence and 

self-monitoring was also relatively low (r = .26). The effect 
2 

size (R = .07) was not sufficient to support the second hypothesis. 

The overall correlation between self-monitoring and 
other-competence was not significant (r = .13, NS) . The 
relationship between self-competence and partner's other- 
competence was found to be .39 for low self-monitors and 
.43 for high self-monitors. The difference between these two 
coefficients was nonsignificant (z = .221, NS) . 

When the dummy-coded intimacy variable was entered into a 

multiple regression equation to predict ratings of other- 

2 

competence, a modest effect was found (R = .14, F = 3.08, 

p < .05). Thus, in answer to research question two, it can 

be concluded that intimacy had minimal impact on other-competence 

ratings in this study. 
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DISCUSSION 

Failure to confirm any of the hypotheses raises serious 
doubts about the constructs of self-monitoring and relational 
competence. At the same time, several possible relationships 
and research directions are suggested. Before either construct 
is discarded, some of these possibilities need to be explored. 

Despite a large amount of social-psychological research 
supporting the self-monitoring construct, it explained a 
negligible amount of variance in relational competence. Three 
reasons for this lack of explanatory power can be addressed. 
First, the self-monitoring scale* possesses unimpressive internal 
consistency (.71). Social-psychological researchers typically 
have used median splits or other group dichotomy criteria. 
This practice maximizes the purity of the construct character- 
istics. It also results in a loss of data and risks serious 
statistical regression effects, so we chose to rely primarily 
on continuous ranges of data. The moderate reliability of the 
SM scale, combined with the inclusion of middle range scores, 
may have minimized any systematic relationship^^. 

Second, trait constructs may have little interface with 
contextual measures (Mischel, 1973) . The relational competence 
measure refers to a specific recent conversation. Self- 
monitoring refers to general tendencies that may ha^ve minimal 
applicability to specific, naturally occurring , contexts. In 
addition, self-monitoring may have little relevance in estab- 
lished relationships, in which cues are easily interpreted on 
the basis of well-developed interpersonal schemas. 

O 
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Third, the validiti' of the self-monitoring construct must 
oe examined critically. There are isolated research findings 
that cast suspicion on the validity of the self-monitoring 
construct. For example, rhetorical sensitivity involves 
other-orientation, interac^.ion consciousness, and communicat i v<=i 
flexibility. Yet, self-monitoring has a statistically significant, 

but rery small relationship to rhetorical sensitivity (Hart, 
Carlson & Eadie, 1980). Davis (1978) found that self-monitoring 
was a relatively unimportant variable in mediating the strategic 
negotiation of intimacy in experimental dyads. Cunningham 
(1977) and Friedman, Prince, Riggio & DiMatteo, (1980) found 
self-monitoring to be an unimportant predictor of nonverbal 
expressiveness. Conceptually, competent interaction should 
include appropriate degrees of nonverbal expressiveness. And 
Dabbs, et al. , (1980) found that high self-monitors were less 
adaptive than low self-monitors. Finally, and most importantly, 
research by Tunnell (1980) indicates that "the self-ratings of 
high SM subjects were markedly discrepant from the way their 
associates perceived them" (p. 229). This finding suggests 
that self-monitors see themselves differently than others see 
them. If so, there is not likely to be a consistent relationship 
between self-monitoring and observer assessment of high and low 
self-monitoring. In summary, self -monitoring may be limited in 
its ability to predict communicative behaviors or impression 
management in specific contexts. However, there is another 
possible explanation for our findings. 
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Self-monitoring is a cognitive tendency* Competence is a 
performance skill. It may be that they are complementary, yet 
noninteractive attributes. That is, in any given situation, 
self-monitoring may explain the concern or motivation for 
appropriate interaction, and competence may represent the 
success with which this concern is implemented behaviorally . 
The two variables can be viewed as contributinq relatively 
unique variance to a third outcome variabl< i as satisfaction 

or confirmation. A somewhat similar situation was found by 
Lustig and King (1980) in which communication apprehension 
ahd no effect on knowledge of the appropriate strategies to 
use. In this case, skill had little relationship to knowledge. 
If this is true of self-monitoring and competence, then these 
variables might be ideal complementary predictor variables in 
a multiple regression model of competent outcomes. This is 
an important direction in which to extend the current study. 

A second problematic area of this research concerns the 
measurement of relational competence. In the original 
construction and validation study, the authors indicated that 
certain dimensions of competent interaction may not have been 
tapped adequately by the item pool. It could be that the scale 
is not sensitive enough to discriminate subtle differences in 
conversational behavior, or even generic distinctions in 
impressions of competence. The validation study found that 
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other-competence was significantly associated with communication 
satisfaction. But self- and other-competence may not predict 
other outcomes of competent interaction. In addition, the 
possibility must be considered that communication satisfaction 
is more related to effectiveness, instead of appropriateness. 
If this is true, then other-competence and self -monitoring 
could be assessing two moderately related dimensions of 
competence— effectiveness and appropriateness. Again, this 
underscores the importance of assessing the relationships among 
self-monitoring, competence, and other criteria of competent 
interaction. 

A final implication concerns an important avenue for future 
research. The lack of a significant relationship between self- 
monitoring tendencies and preceived level of competence, leads us 
to question the role of conscious self-awareness in the enactment of 
competent behaviors. It is widely recognized that the awareness 
and intentionality of communicative behavior vary significantly 
on broad continua. A vital question seems to be whether strategic 
self-awareness of communicative behavior is facilitative of commu- 
nication competence. It is assumed that self -awareness enhances 
competence, but the findings of the current study suggest the 
need to explore this issue in greater depth. Several questions 
are relevant: Are "aware" communicatoxs generally more competent 
than "unaware" communicators? Does increasing the self-awareness 
of communicators enhance their ratings of competence? Is self- 
awareness more important in some communicative situations and 
less important in others for competent interaction? And finally, 
to the extent that communicative self -awareness is important, how 
can it best be taught? 
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TABLE 1 



Self -Competence Factor Matrix 
After Oblique Rotation 



Factor 1 


Factor 2 


Factor 


Item 28 


.56* 


.30 


-.19 


Item 29 


.74* 


-.07 


.11 


Item 30 


. 16 


.58* 


.10 


Item 31 


c o 
.DO 


.22 


-.44 


Item 32 


.47 


.28 


-.13 


Item 33 


. 1 J 


.39 


.18 


Item 34 


C A 

. d4 


.09 


.39 


•T- 1. O IT 

Item 35 


. 80* 


-.11 


-.24 


Item 36 


. 36 


.23 


-.18 


Item 37 


. 34 


.12 


-.06 


Item 38 


. 40 


.09 


.02 


Item 39 


-.08 


. 82* 


-.01 


Item 40 


.21 


.53* 


.01 


Item 41 


.04 


. 60* 


. 01 


Item 42 


.62* 


.08 


.14 


Item 4 3 


. 28 


.34 


.06 


Item 4 4 


.05 


.60* 


.17 


Item HD 


— . u / 


.15 


.52* 


Item 46 


.23 


.19 


.33 


Item 4 7 


-.13 


.60* 


.06 


Item 48 


.25 


.06 


.67* 


Item 49 


-.08 


.79* 


-.10 


Item 50 


.28 


.35 


-.12 


Item 51 


.53* 


.23 


.04 


Item 52 


.73* 


-.01 


.13 


Item 53 


.46 


.24 


-.20 


Item 54 


.60* 


-.21 


.14 


Item 55 


.69* 


-.06 


.29 


Eigenvalues 


8.36 


1.99 


1.53 


♦indicates primary 


factor 


loading. 
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TABLE 2 



Other-Competence Factor Matrix 
After Oblique Rotation 



Factor 1 Factor 2 



Item 1 


.58* 


-.11 


Item 2 


.54* 


.12 


Item 3 


.69* 


-.04 


Item 4 


.56* 


.24 


Item 5 


.62* 


.14 


Item 6 


-.13 


.44 


Item 7 


.59* 


-.04 


Item 8 


.67* 


.13 


Item 9 


.18 


.26 


Item 10 


.11 


.52* 


Item 11 


-.01 


.55* 


Item 12 


.14 


.25 




68* 


1 n 


Item 14 


-.07 


.67* 


Item 15 


.58* 


.08 


Item 16 


.07 


.59* 


Item 17 


.13 


.56* 


Item 18 


.54* 


.01 


Item 19 


.71* 


-.18 


Item 20 


.57* 


-.06 


Item 21 


.04 


.44 


Item 22 


.65* 


.01 


Item 23 


.61* 


.01 


Item 24 


.50* 


.12 


Item 25 


.78* 


.03 


Item 26 


.63* 


.02 


Item 27 


.82* 


-.05 


Eigenvalues 


8.33 


1.77 



indicates primary factor loading. 
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TABLE 3 

Variance in Other-Competence Associated 
With Self-Competence and Self-Monitoring 

% Explained Variance 

.0134 1% 
.0579 6% 
R^= 73740" 37% 



Unique to Self-Competence (SC) 
Unique to Self-Monitoring (SM) 
Common to SC and SM 
Total 
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